REMARKS 

Claims 1-15 and 17-34 are amended. Claims 16 and 35 are cancelled. 
Claims 36-49 are new. Accordingly, claims 1-15, 17-34, and 36-49 are pending. 
The Applicant respectfully requests consideration of the following remarks. 

S 103(a) Rejections 

Claims 1-4, 6, 1 1-16, 20-23, 25, and 30-35 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,523,024 to Yajima 
(hereinafter "Yajima") in view of Dursteler, The Digital Magazine of InfoVis.net, 
April 22, 2002 (hereinafter "Dursteler"), in view of U.S. Publication No. 
2002/0044154 to Baar (hereinafter "Baar") in view of U.S. Publication 
No.2003/0052896 to Higgins (hereinafter "Higgins"). 

Claims 5 and 24 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Yajima in view of Dursteler and Baar and further in view of 
Higgins and U.S. Patent No. 5,638,523 to Mullet (hereinafter "Mullet"). 

Claims 7-10 and 26-29 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Yajima in view of Dursteler and Baar and further in view of 
Higgins and Carpendale, A Framework for Elastic Presentation Space (hereinafter 
"Carpendale"). 

Claims 17-19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Yajima in view of Dursteler and Baar and further in view of Higgins and U.S. 
Patent No. 6,985,865 to Packingham (hereinafter "Packingham"). 
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The Applicant respectfully disagrees. However, in the interests of 
advancing prosecution the following claims are being submitted for consideration. 

Claim 1 has been amended, and as amended (portions of the amendment 
appear in bold/italics below) recites a method comprising: 

• in response to receiving an indication to edit a region of an image, 
distorting a predetermined portion of a first layer of the image to 
produce a distorted image for the region having a magnification that is 
not uniform across the region; 

• overlaying the distorted image on a second layer of the image to 
produce an overlaid image for presentation on a display; and 

• propagating edits made to the first layer of the overlaid image through 
to one or more remaining layers of the image. 

Support for the amendment may be found throughout the specification and 

drawings as filed. It is respectfully submitted that none of the submitted 

references, alone or in combination, teach or suggest these features. 

In particular, the Board stated that "a process for distortion can be 
reasonable interpreted as a magnification processes" and is not limited to a 
"magnification [that] is not uniformly applied" as argued by the Applicant in the 
Brief. See Decision, Page 10. Accordingly, this claim has been amended to recite 
"a distorted image for the region having a magnification that is not uniform across 
the region" which as noted by the Board is in contrast to the uniform 
magnification of Yajima. Id. Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection is 
respectfully requested. 

Claims 2-15 and 17-19 depend either directly or indirectly from claim 1. 
Accordingly, each of the dependent claims is distinguishable based on the same 
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rationale discussed with respect to claim 1 . These claims are also distinguishable 
for their own recited features which, in combination with those recited in claim 1 , 
are neither shown nor suggested in the references of record, either singly or in 
combination with one another. Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully 
requested. 

Claim 20 has been amended, and as amended (portions of the amendment 
appear in bold/italics below) recites a method comprising: 

• distorting a predetermined portion of a first layer of an image to produce 
a distorted image for a region of the image having a magnification that 
is not uniform across the region; and 

• overlaying the distorted image on a second layer of the image for 
presentation on a display. 

Support for the amendment may be found throughout the specification and 

drawings as filed. It is respectfully submitted that none of the submitted 

references, alone or in combination, teach or suggest these features. 

In particular, the Board stated that "a process for distortion can be 
reasonable interpreted as a magnification processes" and is not limited to a 
"magnification [that] is not uniformly applied" as argued by the Applicant in the 
Brief. See Decision, Page 10. Accordingly, this claim has been amended to recite 
"a magnification that is not uniform across the region" which as noted by the 
Board is in contrast to the uniform magnification of Yajima. Id. Accordingly, 
withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

Claims 21-34 depend either directly or indirectly from claim 20. 
Accordingly, each of the dependent claims is distinguishable based on the same 
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rationale discussed with respect to claim 20. These claims are also distinguishable 
for their own recited features which, in combination with those recited in claim 20, 
are neither shown nor suggested in the references of record, either singly or in 
combination with one another. Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully 
requested. 

Claim 36 is new and recites a data processing system comprising: 

• a processor; and 

• memory comprising instructions that are executable on the processor to 
cause the data processing system to perform operations comprising: 

o in response to receiving an indication to edit a region of an 
image, distorting a predetermined portion of a first layer of the 
image to produce a distorted image for the region having a 
magnification that is not uniform across the region; 

o overlaying the distorted image on a second layer of the image to 
produce an overlaid image for presentation on a display; and 

o propagating edits made to the first layer of the overlaid image 
through to one or more remaining layers of the image. 

Support for the claim may be found throughout the specification and drawings as 

filed. It is respectfully submitted that none of the submitted references, alone or in 

combination, teach or suggest these features. 

In particular, the Board stated that "a process for distortion can be 

reasonable interpreted as a magnification processes" and is not limited to a 

"magnification [that] is not uniformly applied" as argued by the Applicant in the 

Brief. See Decision, Page 10. Accordingly, this claim has been amended to recite 

"a magnification that is not uniform across the region" which as noted by the 

Board is in contrast to the uniform magnification of Yajima. Id. Accordingly, 

withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 
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Claims 37-47 depend either directly or indirectly from claim 36. 
Accordingly, each of the dependent claims is distinguishable based on the same 
rationale discussed with respect to claim 36. These claims are also distinguishable 
for their own recited features which, in combination with those recited in claim 36, 
are neither shown nor suggested in the references of record, either singly or in 
combination with one another. Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully 
requested. 

Claim 48 is new and recites one or more computer-readable media 
comprising instructions stored thereon that, responsive to execution by a data 
processing system, causes the data processing system to perform operations 
comprising: 

• in response to receiving an indication to edit a region of an image, 
distorting a predetermined portion of a first layer of the image to 
produce a distorted image for the region having a magnification that is 
not uniform across the region; 

• overlaying the distorted image on a second layer of the image to 
produce an overlaid image for presentation on a display; and 

• propagating edits made to the first layer of the overlaid image through 
to one or more remaining layers of the image. 

Support for the claim may be found throughout the specification and drawings as 

filed. It is respectfully submitted that none of the submitted references, alone or in 

combination, teach or suggest these features. 

In particular, the Board stated that "a process for distortion can be 

reasonable interpreted as a magnification processes" and is not limited to a 

"magnification [that] is not uniformly applied" as argued by the Applicant in the 
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Brief. See Decision, Page 10. Accordingly, this claim has been amended to recite 
"a magnification that is not uniform across the region" which as noted by the 
Board is in contrast to the uniform magnification of Yajima. Id. Accordingly, 
withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

Claim 49 depends directly from claim 48. Accordingly, each of the 
dependent claims is distinguishable based on the same rationale discussed with 
respect to claim 48. These claims are also distinguishable for their own recited 
features which, in combination with those recited in claim 48, are neither shown 
nor suggested in the references of record, either singly or in combination with one 
another. Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

Conclusion 

The Application is in a condition for allowance. The Applicant respectfully 
requests reconsideration and issuance of the present application. Should any issue 
remain that prevents immediate issuance of the application, the Examiner is 
requested to contact the undersigned attorney to discuss the unresolved issue. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dated February 1 1 , 20 1 0 By: /William J. Breen, III/ 

William J. Breen, III 
Reg. No. 45,313 
509.755.7253 
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